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Today’s Topics

1. Industry Perspective – Columbia Gas of VA representing 
American Gas Association (AGA)

2. Industry Perspective – City of Mesa, AZ representing 
American Public Gas Association (APGA)  

3. Mechanical Fitting Failure Submission Update

4. DIMP Performance Measures & Key Metrics

5. DIMP Implementation Topics

6. Question & Answer Session

7. How to submit questions/comments post webinar

8. Session Concludes @ 12:30 PM EDT
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2008 Priorities

Agenda

 Columbia Gas of Virginia (CGV) Overview

 DIMP Milestones

 Plan Structure

 Inspection Prep

 Pilot Inspection Summary
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Columbia Gas of Virginia - Overview

 Maintain 4,887 miles of distribution pipelines

 Continuous operation since 1847

 Dual peak usage LDC – Large power generation summer load

 Largest geographic footprint of LDC’s in Virginia

Infrastructure Highlights

 Fast growing NiSource LDC

 Reduced 35% of bare steel and 

cast iron in past 10 years

 Overall mainline leakage down 16% over 

last 5 years

 Corrosion leaks on mainline down 40% over 

last 5 years

 Plan $100 Million in infrastructure 

improvements over next five years
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2008 Priorities

DIMP Milestones

 Plan Development Begins Nov 2009

 Initial Draft Plan Complete Aug 2010

 PHMSA Pilot Inspection Sep 2010

 Final Draft Complete Dec 2010

 Periodic Review (trial) Apr 2011

Initial DIMP Pilot Inspection performed with 

Columbia Gas of Virginia
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DIMP Plan Structure

Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) representing all geographic and 

subject areas assembled to develop a written plan

 SGA/NGA framework                                                                                                   

and user guide used as                                                                                                

reference to develop plan

 Contains a“Standard” narrative section and a “dynamic” appendix 

section (tabular data)

 DIMP Plan is a stand-alone document that supports and references 

Company O&M Manual procedures
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DIMP Plan Structure

Standard Narrative
(Threat Identification)
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Bare Protected

Bare Unprotected

Coated Protected

Coated Unprotected

Bare Protected

Bare Unprotected

Coated Protected

Coated Unprotected

PE - Pre-1982

PE - Post-1982

PE - Pre-1982

PE - Post-1982

Cast Iron

Wrought Iron

Copper

Aboveground Aboveground Mains

Customer Meter Set

M&R Stations

Mechanical Couplings

Service Tees

Service Risers

Valves

Other

Mechanical Couplings

Service Tees

Service Risers

Valves

Other

A = Threat is not applicable

B = Threat is perceived to be negligible or insignificant

C = Threat is applicable, general in nature, and applies throughout the Asset Group

D = Threat is applicable, but is localized to certain geography

E = Threat is applicable, but only applies to certain facilities within Asset Group

Material, Weld, or Joint Failure Equipment Failure Other

Table B-1:  Threat Identification

THREATS

Corrosion Natural Forces Excav. Damage Other Outside Force Damage

Plastic 

Fittings

A
s

s
e

t 
G

ro
u

p
s

Codes:

Other Pipe

Steel

Fittings

Settings

Steel Mains

Steel

Services

Plastic

Mains

Plastic 

Services

DIMP Plan Structure

Customized Appendix
(Threat Identification)

See Detail 
(Slide 9)
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DIMP Plan Structure

Threat Identification 
(Detail)
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DIMP Plan Structure



12

Inspection Prep

 Preparation

• Acquire PHMSA’s DIMP Plan Inspection Checklist

• Identify key participants (6 weeks out)

• Create presentation materials  to support each inspection question

• Plan language

• Trend Lines

• Procedures

• Meet with State Commission (two weeks)

• Gain consensus

• Establish presentation strategy

The Inspection Form was distributed in the 

spring of 2010.  It has been revised and is 

available on the PHMSA/DIMP website.
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Inspection Prep

Leakage Trends

Damage Trends

CGV currently analyzes and 

trends key data metrics

Facility 

Failures
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Inspection Prep

 CGV will continue to utilize GPTC Guidance to classify leaks 

for scheduled repair

 CGV currently uses “Accelerated/Additional Actions” in 

addressing DIMP driven initiatives (one example below is 

CGV Damage Prevention\reduction  efforts)
• Quality Assurance of locate personnel

• Electronic Marker installations

• Increasing interaction (education) with excavators

• Installation of HV Flow Limitors

CGV anticipates 3rd Party Damage and Leakage from 

Corrosion to be the top risks to be mitigated under DIMP

Critical processes will be maintained and improved 

as opportunities arise



15

Inspection Prep

 CGV began programs to replace 

significant mileage of aging 

infrastructure prior to DIMP

• Engineering prioritizes replacement 

candidates using Optimain DS® and 

local knowledge

• Engineering and Operations SMEs are 

key members of DIMP review teams

• DIMP processes include risk analysis 

and prioritization of asset groups for 

replacement

DIMP will support existing initiatives and may 

leverage expansion of those initiatives

DIMP

Facility 

Protection

Facility 

Replacement

Facility 

Maintenance

Facility 

Improvement
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Inspection Prep

 CGV has robust programs in 

place to minimize 3rd party 

damage threats and improve 

public safety

• CGV performs root-cause 

analysis on all 3rd party damages

• No locate requested

• Excavator error

• Locator error

• Poor records

• CGV threat/risk matrices are 

designed to analyze and target 

facility damages at the sub-

threat level (root cause)

Facility 

Protection

DIMP

Facility 

Replacement

Facility 

Maintenance

Facility 

Improvement
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Inspection Summary

 Performed by PHMSA / NAPSR / Virginia Commission

 Served as a test-run of the 50-question Plan Inspection Form

 Collaborative effort between CGV and Regulating Agencies to 
enhance inspection checklist

 Key Takeaways

• Inspection team interested in process detail within plan, even for day-to-
day activities (slight “difference” from GPTC Guidance)

• Inspection team in favor of data trends appropriate to threat category (5 
year trend typical time frame in commercial templates)

• Inspection Form was revised throughout the pilot inspection process (6 
inspections)

• State regulating agencies may have specific, detailed requirements 
within the inspection question areas (e.g. System Knowledge)

The Inspection Form was distributed in the spring 

of 2010.  It has been revised and is available on the 

PHMSA/DIMP website.



SHRIMP, DIMP 

and the 

Pilot Inspection 

City of Mesa
June 8, 2011

Lyndon Boltz
Compliance Manager

(480) 644-2753
lyndon.boltz@mesaaz.gov



 THE ‘SHRIMP’ EXPERIENCE

 RISK RANKING

 ADDITIONAL ACTIONS

 PILOT AUDIT INSPECTION SUMMARY

DIMP 



 Mesa’s participation

 Provides a template

 Plan development

 SHRIMP data entry

 Data collection methods

SHRIMP



Risk = Probability x Consequence

 SHRIMP provides a mathematical risk model 
where questions address probability of failure 
and consequence of failure.  Answers are 
weighted, determined by SMEs.

 After determining a quantitative value for 
each threat, SHRIMP will assign a risk ranking. 

RISK RANKING



 Review Risk Ranking with SMEs to validate 
risk ranking

 Adjust ranking in accordance with team 
consensus. Note- this will require a comment 
explaining revision. 

RISK RANKING



ADDITIONAL ACTIONS

SHRIMP offers a list of possible actions 
to mitigate risks

Also allows operator to include other 
actions



PILOT AUDIT INSPECTION 
SUMMARY

Good list of action items

Written Procedures are required for everything

Reference O&M for procedures already in place

Assign responsibilities

Include source of information
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Mechanical Fitting Failure Reports
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• Not required (optional) to report failures of the following 
mechanical fittings

– Cast iron bell and spigot joint

– Threaded joint fittings

– Metal on metal compression fittings (other fittings whose 
design involves seal by compression of the pipe directly onto 
a metallic surface without the use of an o-ring or gasket)

• Do report failures of mechanical fittings with O-ring, gasket, or 
elastomer seals

– Repair fittings (e.g. split sleeves, clamps, band sleeves)

– Bolt on service tees

– Strap-on saddles

– Anodeless risers

• FAQs C.5.3 & C.5.4
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MFF Online Submission Update

- 26 -

As of May 23:

• 18 Operators, 15 States, 236 Reports (170 by 1 operator)

• 200+ reports in queue

https://portal.phmsa.dot.gov/enrollment/pipelinelogin.html

https://portal.phmsa.dot.gov/enrollment/pipelinelogin.html
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Preliminary Look at MFF Data
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Performance Measures Reporting
• From the 2010 Gas Distribution Annual Report Data

• National Performance Measures

- 28 -

1.Demonstrate value of 

distribution integrity 

management efforts

2.Illustrate trends

3.Drive safety behaviors

4.Demonstrate progress

5.Increase public 

confidence
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Performance Measures Report

• Purpose

– Provide information to evaluate the effectiveness of DIMP

– Provide data analysis to assist with inspector oversight and operator 

implementation of DIMP

• National DIMP performance measures:

• Incident Statistics

• Excavation Damage Statistics, and

• Total and Hazardous Leaks Repaired/Eliminated Categorized by Cause

• Other DIMP related metrics such as the number of EFVs installed and 

pipeline replacement statistics.

- 29 -
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1991-2010 Incident Trends by Cause

Trends in Gas Distribution Significant Incident by Cause:

o Other Outside Force Damage - Rising trend

o All Other Causes – Remains around one-fourth of all incidents.

o Material/Weld & Equipment – Slight rising trend

o Incorrect Operations –After decreasing from 1999 now beginning to rise 
slightly, remains below the level reported in 1990’s.

o Corrosion – Slight decreasing trend

o Excavation Damage - Peaked in 2004 then decreasing trend
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2010 Incident Statistics
Likelihood of a Leak to Result in an Incident.
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2010 Excavation Damage

• Data Collected

– Number of Excavation Damages

– Number of Excavation Tickets (FAQ C.4.g.3)

• Potential Data Entry Errors

– More excavation damages than excavation tickets

• Excavation Damage Statistics:
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2010 EFV Data
• Data Collected

– Total Number Of EFVs on Single-family Residential Services 
Installed During Year

– Estimated Number of EFVs In System At End Of Year

• Potential Data Entry Errors

– More EFVs in system than number of services

– No EFVs installed in the system but services installed in 2010

– Number of services contained a decimal

• EFV Statistics:
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2010 Hazardous Leak Data
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DIMP Implementation Topics

• Implementation (FAQ C.3.8 & C.8.3)

• Distribution farm taps (FAQ C.3.7)

• Evaluate and Rank Risk

o Risk evaluation methods

o Excavation damage

o Removal of facilities

- 35-
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Farm Taps 

• FAQ  C.3.7 Are operators required to include “farm 
taps” in their distribution integrity management plan?

- 36 -

PHMSA has recognized farm taps as 

distribution lines for several years as 

addressed in the following rulemakings:

1. In the “Customer-Owned Service Lines” 

Final Rule (60 FR 41821) Docket 

Number 95-20021

2. In the “Excess Flow Valve-Performance 

Standards” Final Rule (61 FR 31449) 

Docket Number 96-15564
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- 37 -

Farm Taps

The “farm tap” is pipeline upstream of the outlet of the customer meter or connection to the customer meter,

whichever is further downstream, and is responsibility of the operator. The pipeline downstream of this point is the

responsibility of the customer. Some States require the operator to maintain certain portions of customer owned

pipeline. The pipeline maintained by the operator must be in compliance with 49 Part 192.

• Do the facilities 

meet the definition 

of Gathering? No.

• Do they meet the 

definition of  

transmission? No.

• Then the facilities 

are distribution.
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Evaluate and Rank Risk

A risk evaluation predicts...

• How frequently could it happen?

• If it happens, how significant could it be? 

Based on the results, the operator considers if 
the level of risk warrants additional measures 
to reduce risk.

38
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Cumulative Threat Risk Model

– Operator subdivides the system geographically

– Determines likelihood & consequence weighting

– Aggregates the risk due to each threat to the 
system

39
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Threat Specific Risk Model
40
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Risk Evaluation - Excavation Damage 

Question:

If an operator has a damage prevention program in place 
does the threat of excavation damage need to be 
included in the risk ranking?

Our approach is: DIMP plan + Damage Prevention 
program = DIMP program?

Additionally, GPTC Guidance in Section 5.4 Example of a 
Risk Evaluation states ….“An operator may choose to 
conduct a separate risk ranking for the excavation threat, 
as this threat is not tied to the physical properties of the 
pipe.”

- 41 -
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Risk Evaluation - Excavation Damage 

Answer: No, a damage prevention program alone does not meet the 
requirements  for a threat assessment and risk evaluation for excavation 
damage.

The DIMP rule requires that the threat of excavation damage be included in 
the threat identification in §192.1007(b)…The operator must consider the 
following categories of threats to each gas distribution pipeline:…excavation 
damage….

From 192.1007(c) …In this evaluation, the operator must determine the 
relative importance of each threat and estimate and rank the risks posed to 
its pipeline.

The operator must assess their damage prevention program and perform a 
risk evaluation of pipeline subject to excavation damage.

The risks can be ranked separately by threat but then need to be merged into 
one relative risk ranking.

The relative risk ranking includes all risks posed by the 
eight primary threat categories to the pipeline. 
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Risk Evaluation –
Removal of Facilities

GPTC Section 5.5 Evaluate and Rank Risk – Validation

It may be determined that facilities or groups of facilities 
that do not experience problems can be removed from the 
current risk evaluation and no further action necessary.

DIMP Team’s Position

• All facilities are subject to risk. The facility may not have 
experienced any threats yet but there is the potential that it 
may in the future.

• All facilities should be evaluated for each threat. After they 
are evaluated, no further action may be necessary, but all 
facilities need to be evaluated for each applicable current 
and potential threat.
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Question and Answer Session

Questions can be submitted by clicking on 
the Q&A menu in the LiveMeeting menu 

bar near the top of the screen:
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Annual Report - Leak Reporting

• Non-hazardous leaks upon discovery eliminated by lubrication, 
adjustment, or tightening are not reportable.

• Hazardous leaks upon discovery eliminated by lubrication, 
adjustment, or tightening are reportable.

• If a mechanical fitting failure results in a hazardous leak, regardless of 
how it is eliminated, report the failure on the annual report (Part C) 
and  submit a mechanical fitting failure report.

• Part C “Total Leaks Repaired/Eliminated” include all leaks repaired 
(GPTC Grade 1,2,3)

• “Leaks at the end of the year scheduled for repair” include:

– Hazardous leaks (GPTC Grade 1)

– Leaks that are scheduled for repair

- 45 -
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Follow Up Question from May 10 Webinar

Q - A leak is called in. The 1st responder grades the 
leak as a grade 1. They call for a crew who upon 
arrival aerate it and now re-grade it as a grade 2 
leak. They schedule the leak for repair, come back 
and repair the grade 2 leak.

• What should the leak repair be graded as….a grade 1 (upon 
discovery) or a grade 2?

• Or do they report two leaks – grade 1 leak eliminated and a 

grade 2 leak repaired?

A – They report the “upon discovery” grade and only 
count the leak one time. The leak wasn’t repaired 
via aerating, only downgraded.
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Follow Up Question from May 10 Webinar

Q - There is excavation damage to the system which 
causes a leak, the crew arrives and repairs it. Prior 
to DIMP, they did not grade the leak, they just 
fixed it.

Does it need to be reported as a leak repaired and 
do they have to grade it?

A - Yes, reporting the leak would have always been 
required on the annual report as a leak 
eliminated/repaired. Now DIMP requires 
delineation between non-hazardous and hazardous 
leaks in Part C, so the leak must be graded.
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Questions Submitted Prior to 
Webinar

1. How can a regulator “see if a plan is effective” as 
mentioned in FAQ B.2.1 How does PHMSA foresee this rule 

being enforced for compliance? Inspectors will review the IM plan 
for quality and completeness and ensure that operators are doing 
what their plan says; and then inspect to see if their plan is 
effective. The procedures and records will be reviewed to verify 
that the operator performed them as written and in compliance 
with required dates. Enforcement will be consistent with current 
practice by the jurisdictional agencies.

2. The TIMP program success was measured by completing 
assessments over 5 and 10 year periods. How will PHMSA 
measure success for the DIMP program?

3. What coupling failure information has been submitted so 
far?

- 48 -



U.S. Department of Transportation

Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 

Safety Administration

- 49 -

Question and Answer Session

Questions can be submitted by clicking on 
the Q&A menu in the LiveMeeting menu 

bar near the top of the screen:
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NAPSR and PHMSA are planning:

 A post-implementation webinar

Thank you for you interest in DIMP!
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Submit questions or comments @ 
http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/dimp/comment.htm

http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/dimp/comment.htm

